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Re: Ex Parte Notice of ACS of Anchorage, Inc., Petition ofACS ofAnchorage, Inc.
Pursuant to Section 10 ofthe Communications Act of1934, as amended, for
Forbearancefrom Section 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(l) in the Anchorage LEe Study
Area, WC Docket No. 05-281

Dear Ms. Dortch:

On May 9,2006, Leonard Steinberg of Alaska Communications Systems Group, Inc.
("ACS") and Karen Brinkmann, Elizabeth Park and Anne Robinson of Latham and Watkins
LLP, met with Ian Dillner, legal advisor to Chairman Martin, and separately with Carol Simpson,
Renee Crittendon, Denise Coca, Pam Megna, and Michael Goldstein of the Wireline
Competition Bureau ("WCB") in connection with the above-referenced proceeding. Charles
Jackson, consultant to ACS, also attended the meeting with WCB staff.

In each of the meetings, ACS described the extensive facilities-based local exchange
competition in Anchorage. ACS's primary competitor, General Communication, Inc. ("GCI"),
has cable and fiber facilities that are currently used, or could easily be used, to provide local
exchange service to a significant number of both business and residential customers in each of
the wire centers in the Anchorage study area. Further, intermodal networks provide a means for
additional competitive entry without the use of ACS's UNEs. Thus, GCI and other competitive
carriers would not be impaired without access to ACS's UNEs.

Further, the Regulatory Commission of Alaska ("RCA") has determined that there is
effective competition for many intrastate retail services and has adopted less stringent rules for
filing tariffs for these competitive services. However, this relief relates only to tariff filing
procedures and does not impact the RCA's authority to regulate rates and practices even after it
determines ACS to be nondominant. Additionally, ACS maintains dominant status with respect
to a number of intrastate retail services, including interexchange access services, special access
services, line extensions, and construction services. Therefore, state regulation will ensure that
ACS's rates and practices are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory.
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Attached are copies of materials (redacted for public inspection) provided to the meeting
attendees. Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions regarding this submission.

Respectfully submitted,

Elizabeth R. Park

Enclosures
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ACS OF ANCHORAGE, INC. 
May 9, 2006 Wireline Competition Bureau Meeting 

 
1. The Anchorage study area is the appropriate geographic market for UNE forbearance. 

 Anchorage has a small population and a uniform distribution of ACS and GCI facilities. 

 Rates are averaged across the study area; carriers recover costs of serving high cost areas 
on an averaged basis.          

• GCI proposes to carve out as separate geographic markets high cost areas in which it 
deems facilities-deployment to be uneconomic; this defeats the goals of competitive 
deployment.   

 GCI and ACS agree that wire centers are not correct geographic markets.  

2. Mass market and enterprise customers are the two appropriate product markets.   
 ACS and its competitors market the same services and prices to all mass market and 

enterprise customers throughout the study area. 

 GCI’s proposal for overly granular product market definitions lack support in either 
legal precedent or the realities of the Anchorage market.   

• MDU residents receive the same products at the same rates available throughout the 
study area.  GCI has not demonstrated impairment in accessing MDU customers.        

• The vast majority of Anchorage enterprise customers order four or fewer access 
lines, and almost all are served over DS0 capacity lines. 

3. There is rampant competition throughout the Anchorage study area in markets for 
both mass market and enterprise customers.  

 GCI currently serves a majority of the retail market. 

 GCI has a well-developed mass market network and high-capacity enterprise facilities.    

 GCI’s speed of deployment depends on business decisions regarding resource allocation.  

 Although GCI claims its cable facilities are not “near” many of its customer locations, 
GCI does not disclose where its voice-enabled facilities are located.   

• A significant portion of business locations are near GCI’s cable facilities, and GCI 
has demonstrated its ability to use WLL and point-to-point microwave technology.   

• GCI’s fiber facilities and DOCSIS-compatible technology would enable GCI to 
serve additional business customers without UNEs.   

 Intra-and intermodal networks in the Anchorage market provide additional facilities.  

4. Federal and state regulation will ensure that ACS’s rates and practices are just, 
reasonable and nondiscriminatory.   

 ACS is not seeking forbearance from other Section 251 provisions that regulate ACS’s 
wholesale services, including interconnection and resale.   

 The RCA’s nondominance order does not impact ACS’s obligation to offer “just and 
reasonable rates,” and maintains ACS’s dominant status for a number of intrastate retail 
services, such as special access services. 
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ACS OF ANCHORAGE, INC. 
May 9, 2006 Wireline Competition Bureau Meeting 

 
Fact Summary 

 

1. There is substantial facilities-based competition in Anchorage. 
 ACS estimates that as of March 31, 2006, GCI serves 49.4% of the Anchorage 

market, and ACS serves 48.0% of the market.   

 As of March 31, 2006, ACS estimates that GCI provides local exchange service to 
approximately 88,500 retail lines; ACS serves 85,800 retail lines; and additional 
competitors serve 4,650 retail lines in Anchorage.   

 GCI ordered 51,000 UNE loops in June 2005 but only 39,677 in March 2006.   

 Several intermodal networks over which local voice services can be offered currently 
serve Anchorage.  Vonage and AT&T Callvantage market VoIP services in 
Anchorage.  VoIP services in Anchorage can be provided over Clearwire’s wireless 
broadband network and GCI’s extensive cable modem broadband network.  GCI 
indicates that almost all its cable homes passed in Alaska are able to subscribe to 
cable modem service. 

2. Customers have access to facilities-based alternatives throughout the Anchorage 
market. 

 Per GCI, it is “economically feasible” for it to reach [REDACTED] of its residential 
customers and [REDACTED] of its business customers using its own network.   

 GCI estimates that [REDACTED] of its residential customers and [REDACTED] of 
its business customers are “near” its cable plant.     

 In its March 2006 earnings call, GCI stated that it was providing voice service on 
22,000 DLPS lines in service at the end of 2005 and expects to convert 20,000 more 
customers to DLPS this year.  Based on this projection, ACS estimates that, while 
45% of GCI’s customers are served over ACS UNE loops today, only 25% of its 
customers will be serve over UNE loops at the end of 2006. 

 In the earnings call, GCI’s CEO stated that 90% of the homes passed by cable 
infrastructure in Alaska will be upgraded for voice service by the end of 2006.  

 GCI fails to provide the locations of its voice-enabled facilities. 

 There is evidence of both DLPS and wireless alternative networks in all five wire 
centers in Anchorage. 
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